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June 30, 2004 Appeal Brief, the final rejection of pending claims 1-14 should be reversed. 
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I. Appellant's Response to Section (10) - Grounds of Rejection 

As discussed in more detail in Appellant's Appeal Brief, Appellant's invention, as 
recited in independent claim 1, is a method for communicating command information between a 
server and a client across a network in an interactive communication system which comprises, 
inter alia: 

(a) generating a command message including a command, a command descriptor, and 
one of a server route for directly associating a node with the command descriptor 
and a command node for indirectly associating a node with the command 
descriptor; and 

(b) transmitting the command message across a network upon occurrence of a 
triggering event. 

As in the Final Office Action, the Examiner's positions set forth in the 
Examiner's Answer are based on the cited Woods and Coven references, which relate to the 
VRML specification and specifically to VRML 2.0. However, the VRML techniques described 
in the references are acknowledged in the present application, Background of the Invention, as 
defining the state of the art at the time the present application was filed. These cited VRML 
techniques fail to address the problems to which the claimed invention are directed. 

For example, the importance of a back channel and client-server communications 
in MPEG-4 systems is highlighted in the present application. As set forth in the Background of 
the Invention, "[interactivity is a prominent concern in the development of the MPEG-4 
international standard. A back channel is specified for interactive message support. However, 
the syntax and semantics of the messages to be carried through that channel remain unspecified, 
and so does the mechanism that triggers the transmission of such messages." (Specification, p. 
1, Ins. 6-11.) Furthermore, as stated in the specification, "MPEG-4 essentially uses two modes 
of interactivity: local and remote. Local interactivity can be fully implemented using the native 
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event architecture of MPEG-4 BIFS (Binary Format for Scenes), which is based on the VRML 
2.0 ROUTEs design." (Specification, p. 1, Ins. 26-29 (emphasis added)). 

As clearly stated throughout the specification and elucidated by the claims, one of 
the objects of the invention is to provide remote interactivity between, e.g., client and server. 
Indeed, as acknowledged in the Background of the Invention of the specification, the VRML 
technologies which are the subject of the prior art relied upon by the Examiner can provide local 
interactivity, but that is not the subject of the claimed invention. In other words, as further stated 
in the Background of the Invention, "[t]he fact that MPEG-4 Systems already contains local 
interactive support via the use of event source/sink routes that are part of the scene description 
(BIFS) makes it desirable to have a server interaction process that fully integrates with the local 
interactivity model." The described "server interaction process" is the subject of the claimed 
invention, and the "local interactivity model" is the subject of the cited prior art. 

Accordingly, the VRML references, e.g. the Woods reference, which focuses on 
transmission of messages locally (i.e., on the same computer), necessarily fail to disclose or 
suggest at least "generating a command message including a command, a command descriptor, 
and one of a server route for directly associating a node with the command descriptor and a 
command node for indirectly associating a node with the command descriptor," and 
"transmitting the command message across a network upon occurrence of a triggering event." 

These same arguments apply to all the claims of Group 1 (claims 1-7). For at 
least these additional reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 1-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being taught or suggested by 
Woods in view of Cohen. 



NY02:506476.1 



3 



FILE NO. AP31569 - 070050.0957 



Additionally, these same arguments apply to distinguish the system claim 8 over 
the Woods and Cohen references, and the rejection of claim 8 as obvious is also improper. See 
CR. Bard, Inc. v. M3 Sys. Inc., 157 F.3d 1340, 1352, 48 U.S.P.Q.2D 1225, 1232 (Fed.Cir.1998). 
The same arguments also apply to all claims of Group 2 (claims 8-14). Accordingly, at least for 
the reasons presented above, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 8-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being taught or suggested by 
Woods in view of Cohen. 



II. Appellant's Response to Section (11) - Response to Arguments 

Appellant disagrees with several of the statements in the Examiner's Answer. 

First, it is asserted on p. 6 of the Examiner's Answer that: 

"[i]n response to the above-mentioned argument, claims 1 and 8, have 
been carefully reviewed, however, it is not found where in these claims 
there is a recitation of; "a command comprises information to be 
transmitted back to the server computer upon the occurrence of an 
associated event". There is further in claim 1, no recitation of "a route 
which targets a command descriptor", as argued. Thereby, in response to 
applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies are not recited in the rejected claim 1 and 8. Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims." 
Examiner's Answer, p. 6. (emphasis in original). 

Appellant disagrees with the Examiner's arguments in this respect. While it is true that 

limitations from the specification are not read into the claims, the Examiner agrees that the 

claims are to be interpreted in light of the specification. As is clear from the specification, 

including all of the portions cited in Part I of this Reply Brief, the present invention is directed to 

client-server communications. Further, as clear from the plain language of claim 1, a command 

message is transmitted "across a network" upon occurrence of a triggering event. Based on the 
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claim's plain language, further supported by a reading of the claim in light of the specification, it 
is clear that the command of the claim comprises information to be transmitted back to a server 
computer upon occurrence of an associated event. Woods fails to disclose or suggest at least this 
limitation. 

Furthermore, on p. 8 of the Examiner's Answer, it is noted that: 

"(i) with respect to the claim's preamble, there is no recitation of a 
computer , i.e., a client computer nor a server computer in the claim, given 
the broadest reasonable interpretation inlight (sic) of the specification (see 
MPEP 21 1 1), the "server" and "client" elements of the claim language are 
not required to be computers, they as well may be interpreted as process 
entities, (ii) with respect to the claim's preamble intended use, i.e. a 
method for communication command information between a server and a 
client across a network in an interactive communication system, a 
recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in 
order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art." 
Examiner's Answer, p. 8 (emphasis in original). 

Appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statements in this respect as well. As 

would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art reading the claim in light of the 

specification, claim 1 is directed to client-server communication, as in communication between 

computers on a network. This is clear from the portions of the specification cited in Part 1 of this 

Reply Brief (e.g., p. 1, lines 6-11, 26-29, etc.), as well as from the text of claim 1 itself (which 

recites, inter alia, "transmitting the command message across a network," clarifying that the 

claimed client and server are networked, separate computers). The Examiner's purported 

interpretation of the claim language is inconsistent with the stated objects of the invention and 

the plain language of the claim. Accordingly, for at least these additional reasons, Appellant 

respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-7 under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as being taught or suggested by Woods in view of Cohen. 
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These same arguments apply to all the claims of Group 2 (claims 8-14). For at 



least these additional reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 8-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being taught or suggested by 
Woods in view of Cohen. 

HI. Conclusion 

For at least the reasons indicated above, in addition to all the reasons set forth in 
Appellant's Appeal Brief, Appellant respectfully submits that the invention recited in the claims 
of the present application, as discussed above, is new, non-obvious and useful. Reversal of the 
Examiner's rejections of the claims is therefore respectfully requested. 
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